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BILINGUAL EDUCATION MANDATE: A PRELIMINARY REPORT
I. INTRODUCTION

&
In September 1981, the I1linois State Board of Education adopted and
directed State Superintendent Donald G. Gill to implement a plan for the
careful and deliberative study of the mandates placed on elementary and
secondary education in the State. This plan grew out of increased support
at all levels of state government for eliminating unnecessary or
unproductive mandates and for increasing decision making at the level
nearest the delivery of educational service. Moreover, the plan's emphasis
on a deliberative analysis of mandates reflected the Board's commitment to
guarding against indiscriminate and precipitous removal of regulations.

The plan adopted by the Board called for three phases of study. The
following report on transitional bilingual education is one of the five
reports to be considered during Phase I. The others address curriculum,
special education, physical education and driver education.

This report includes. discussion of the study methodology, a description of
the current mandate and an historical perspective of the legislation as well
1s analyses of the study questions, findings and conclusions, and
preliminary recommendations for action by the State Board of Education.
FolTowing a period of public comment, final recommendations will be
presented by the Stdte Superintendent to the Planning and Policy Committee
for action and submission to the full Board.

i
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11. METHODOLOGY

The State Board of Education plan for a comprehensive study of mandates

include

mber of procedures to be followed. The procedures serve as a

common basis for examination and analysis and include those tasks necessary
to obtain descriptive, historical information about the mandates, as well as
the activities necessary for responding to the research questions for each
of the studies.

A common framework for analysis was required in order that comprehensive
information necessary for decision making be obtained and examined.
Consequently, five study questions were identified, were approved by the
State Board of Education and have served as gu1de11nﬂs in the analysis of
the mandates. The guestions are as follows:

1.

What desirable conﬂition or outcome is called for by the mandate?

) An essential step in determining the necessity of a
requirement is being able to determine that it is puiposefu1,
seeks to improve. an existing condition, or creates a riew and
desirable condition. A mandate should be clearly directed
towards an end which is stated ip such a manner that its
achievement can be reasonably assessed.

Is there evidence that in the absence of the mandate the condition

or outcome will not be achieved? . ﬁ
In this context,sevidence may consist pr1mdr11y of historical
or trend data or comparisons with other states %n order to

. determine -the likelihood of success in the absence of a
requirement. One major factor for consideration could be the
amount of time available for implementation. That is, whether
the condition needs to be met by a date certain oriwhether i$
is of such a nature that time is not the driving factor.

As pre(ently def1ned does can) the mandate yield the desired
result? *

While measuring results may be a relatively straightforward
proposition, the more complex but necessary task of
‘determining - or attributing - cause/effect must also be
undertaken. The néed is to be reasonably assured that it is
the mandate which yields the desired result and not other
uncontrolled factors.

S '
Could the mandate be defined and/or implemented differently and
yield the desired result?

The nature of the mandate and any required administrative
mechanisms should be consistent with the most current and
accepted research and professional experience. Regulations
should be as simple and direct as possigge and allow for
efficient and effective use of resources:

12
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5. Does the mardate reflect a compelling State interest?
The State's interest in mandates can be based on such
) principles as equality, equity, efficiency, compliance with
higher authowity, or health and safety.” There can also be
compelling interests that reflect the State's values in terms
of required activities, experiences or settings. The
maintaining or establishing of mandates should be tied
directly to an:identifiable need of the State to cause the
required activity.

In revwew1ng i mandate, an examination of.the issues inherent within it iy
necessary. 5 adequqte]y respond to the five, questions, therefore, Jtwo
primary avenuds of ‘inquiry were pursued.

First,'a thorough review of the history and background of the mandate for
bilingual education was conducted. Secondly, an’ examination of the current
issues related to the mandate was conducted. Various groups provided
information for responding to the study questions. These groups were
teachers and administrators, staff, researchers and legislators. To serve
as springboards for inquiry the_ issues identified were posed as three
specific questions:

. 1. What are the purposes of bilingual education?

2. What are the most effective ways to help students who have limited
abilities in the English language?

[
3. What are the results of the bilingual education mandaﬁe“
A A
Since there is a separate study which specifically addresses fUnd1nq policy
and mechanisms. (The I11inois Public Schoel Finance Study), this dmportant
topic was not included in this study. :

Sources of information used in conducting this study included, but were not
lTimited to, the following: :

1. Current statutes and rules and regulations on bilingual education.

2. Written testimony and transcripts of legislative debates regarding
the law on bilingual education. .

3. Written materials available in various sections of the state
education agency which have an 1mdet on implementation of the
bilingual education mandate.

4.  Published -and unpublished reports both within the state education
agency and from independent sources on bilingual education
research, evaluation, and policy.




5. Interviews with agency personnel who have been or who are currently

involved with various aspects of the bilingual education mandate. .
Controversy surrounds bilingual education. Some of the controversy is dué’
to differences regarding either the purposes of the program or procedures
used to implement bilingual education programs. Other issues relate to the
quality art/or availability of valid data about the effects of bilingual -
education. For the purposes of this-study, conclusions and recommendations
have been based upon analysis of the best currently available information.
When objective and current information is not available for a given issue,
the need for it has been.identified. "

. ~ Finally, it is necessary to recognize that’federal.bilingual education
‘ programs co-exist with state transitional bilingual education programs. The ’
relationships between federal and state programs are described in this paper ‘
as are federal and state court deéision5/4e1ated to bilingual education
- " programs. This study, however, is an examination of the transitional
bilingual education mandate in I1linois. Conclusions and refommendatioris,
therefore, are specific to the I1linois mandate.

-




II1. HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

s

National Overview

} 5
Bilingual education is not a recent innovation. Non-English and bjlingual
instruction, were~common in schools prior to the late 19th century.! At
the turn of’ the century, -however, a wave of "English-only".instructional
policies emerged. In the years between World Wars I and II, bilingual
education was virtually eliminated, as many states passed laws prohibiting
jnstruction in any languages other than English in public and private

. schools. . . :

During ‘the 1960's, there was a growing public awareness of the needs of
racial and ethnic minority groups. Specific to this study, there was
increasing recognition of the need to provide special assistance to the
children of language minority groups if they were to have an opportunity to
succeed in school. ; '

Language programs for eligible students in the late 1950's and early 1960's
were usually in the form of English as a Second Language (ESL) instruction.
Students typically received all subject area <instruction in English but were’
removed from reqgular classes for special English language skills development.

In 1963, the Dade County Public Schools in Florida ‘established the first

. bilingual education program in the United States since World War . The
program was initiated in an effort to meet the educational needs of the
thousands of Cuban children arriving in Miami every month.

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 established a national basis of support for

providing special educational services to meet the needs of students with
limited EnglisH language abilities (among others) and guided federal ’ .
enforcement efforts to insure that serwices were received by students. It

also encouraged additional federal and state legislation which promoted

bilingual education. (i.e., academic instruction in both the native language

and English) as a desirable instructional approach. ‘ . -

Direct federal involvement in bilingual education began in 1963 following

“ passage of the Bilingual Education Act, as Title VII of the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965. Title VII was passed in response to
organized public demand for federal support of bilingual education. With
Title V]I, the federal government undertook a major step in fostering the
establishment and growth of bilingual education programs. - In addition to
making funds available to local school districts to develop and implement
bilingual programs, the federal action also paved the way for states to

- assume greater responsibility for enacting permissive and mandatory

legislation and for funding bilingual education progr&ps.

Title VII describes programs in which instruction is g%ven in English and -
to the extent necessary to allow a child with limited ability in English to
progress effectively through the educational system - the native language of
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the child. Instruction
heritage of such childr
school, shall, to the epte

study.é

with an appreciation for the cultural
In adgition, instruction in the elementary
necegsary, be in all courses or subjects of

In 1972, Massachusetts b¥came the {first state to pass a law mandating
bilingual instruction in any schodl district with 20 or more students of the
same non-English-speaking background. Other states, including Illinois,
passed similar legislation. .

Federal policy on bilingual education developed around issues of equality of
opportunity to groups and individuals. Several legal and regulatory actions
taken to clarify these issues include:

Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Section 601) which bans
discrimination based on race, color or national origin in any program
receiving federal financial assistance.

The Department of Health, Education, and_Welfare (DHEMW) rules and
requlations which prohibit discriminatoﬂ?’bractices by school districts
receiving federal funds. .
The 1968 Bilingual Education Act (ESEA, Title VII, as amended) which
recognizes languages other than English for use in public classrooms..

The 1970 Memorandum from the DHEW Office of Civil Rights, requiring
school districts receiving federal funds to provide assistance to meet
the special needs of language minority students.

The 1974 1J.S. Supreme Court decis<ion in Lau v. Nichols, on behalf of the
Chinese children of San Francisco, affirmed the principle of the May 25,
1970 Memorandum that interpreted the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The
Court ruled that the school district's failure to provide a program to
meet the linguistic needs of the students denied them a meaningful
opportunity to participate in the school district's educational program
and violated the 1964 Civil Rights Act. This decision upheld the right
of students with Jimited abilities in the English Tanguage to
educational programs designed to meet their language needs and placed
the responsibility of addressing their needs on school districts.

In the summer of 1975, HEW's Offices of Education (USOE) and Civil
Rights (OCR) jointly issued the Lau Task Force Remedies for meeting the
requirements of the Lau v. Nichols Supreme Court decision of 1974.
Commonly referred to as the "Lau Remedies;! the document outlined a
series of educational approaches found to appropriate as affirmative
steps to be taken by sehool districts to open the instructional program
to language minority children. The ultimate decision as to the specific
type of assistance to be offered was left to the school district. Thus,
while the "Lau Remedies" strongly endorsed bilingual education in the
elementary and intermediate grades, bilingual education was not
mandated. The Lau remedies endorsed English as a Second Language (ESL)

1)




..as one of the acceptable options at the high school level. They also
approved ESL for students at the intermediate Tevel who do not speak
exclusively a language other than English. Alternative programs were

acceptable, if school districts could demodstrate that they were equally

v effective in ensuring equal educational opportunity.

In 1980, the Department of Education proposed “Lau" regulations which
would require more specific methodological approaches. Due at least in
part to voluminous testimony from numerous education groups objecting to
the specificity and restrictions in the proposed regulations, they were
never formally adopted. Subsequently, the Department of Education
approved the Fairfax County, Virginia, "English for Speakers of Other
Languages", an alternative to a bilingual education program.

More recently the Department of Education has withdrawn the Lau
remedies. However, the requirements of Title VI of the 1964 Civil
Rights Act which call for equal educational opportunity are still 1in
force. By dropping the Lau remedies, the Department of Education has
paved the way for states and local school districts to have more
flexibility in providingservices to eligible students. Major changes
in the Bilingual Education Act have been proposed as part of the
proposed fiscal year 1983 budget package. These changes will expand the
number of instructional approaches eligible for funding under Title VII
and narrow the target population given priority for these programs..

Various instructional approaches have been implemented in response to the
federal requirements. These include: .

English as a Second language (ESL)

Tanquage minority children are placed in a regular classroom; however,
these students receive extra instruction in English in a special
curriculum. The native language may or may-not be used. It is not
specifically concerned with curricular content beyond language
instruction itself. . .

Transitiona) Bilingual Education (TBE) -

Tn addition to Instruction in the proficient use of the English ,
language, basic subject matter courses are taught in the native language
until the student acquires sufficient knowledge of English to
participate successfully in a regular classroom. Instruction in the’
native language is gradually phased out, and English instruction-is
gradually phased in. An ESL component is usually part ot a TBE program.

Maintenance Program ) ) 7
Tn addition to Instruction for proficiency in the English language, the
ability to communicate in the native language is actively promoted. The
goal is to promote proficient bilingualism. - ‘

Enrichment Program’ : ,
_KTT students are given the opportunity to participate in programs
promoting bilingual skills and bicultural perspectives.

i




Review of Related Research A s 2 e,
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Among its major findings were the following:

An understanding of the different types and pﬁilosopﬁies of bilingual

education programs as they have developed throughout the nation is necessary |
in understanding current issues at the national and state level. In the mid
70's the effect of existing bilingual prdégrams in relation to, their cost was

questioned. As.a result, several large scale evaluations of féderal .
bilingual education programs were undertaken. A sumnary of the research y
follows. o . .

The federal report, Bilingual Education: An Unmet Need (1976), was

conducted by the Government Accounting Office [GAD]. The purpose of this S
report to Congress was to assess the effectiveness of the Title Vb program
and suggest ways to improve its administration. According to the report,
little progress in bilingual education had been made because of inadequate
plans 4o carry out, evaluate, and monjtor the bilingual education program.
The GAO recommended more’effective planning, improving pragram evaludation
reports, re-examining test instruments, and limiting the pumber of
English-speaking thildren allowed in any oné program. ‘ . "y

A widely publicized critique of bilingual education was produced by Noel
Epstein in 1977, tanquage, Ethnicity and ghe Schools: Policy Alternatives
for Bilingual-BicuTtural tducation. Throughout the Epstein malysis,- it 3s
cTear that contrgversies over bilingual programs often. stem not from
operational or ifstructional issues, but from differences of opinion over
the basic purposes and value of bilingual education. These opinions range
from those who view any special program ags counterproductive to those who o
advocate a full spectrum of services, including the maintenance of the
native language and cultural heritage.

The American Institute” for Research (AIR) (1978) conducted a study focusing
on the following questions: . K

1.  What impact (cognitive and affective) does bilingual education have
on students in projects funded through ESEA TAtle VILT ‘

2. What educational methods are these projects ueing?

3. Which practices result in greater gains in student achievement?

The AIR Study compared students enrolled in Title VIT Spanish/ English
bilingual projects with similar students not®enrolled in suewm projects.

~

- [ )
1.  Generally less than a third of the Higpanic students were
considered by their teachers to be enrolled in Title VI ¢lassrooms
because of their need for English instruction. '
Over 85% of the projects retained Spanish-speaking students .in v
their Title VII classrooms even after the students' proficiency in‘“?
English would enable them to functidn in a regular classroom. T

(%3
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o The ‘overall across-grade Title VII stydent analysis showed that the
11 Ttle VII programs did not appear to“be having a consistent,

b $igniﬁiqgnt impact on student achievement in English language arts
’ or maﬁhe@atics.) ’ ‘

: Col . I o
i 4 N H . .
IV ‘

f ‘m

e
' The

i
|
Lo

o AIR sﬁudy was criticized for a variety of reasons including its ‘)

1 #~fmé$ho@ology.¢ Aﬂs%nior research associate of the National Institute of’

1¢YT;Educa@ion‘coqcludgd: "We have determined that the accuracy of the =~
1‘&chclﬁsdons we reviewed in the AIR interim report is open to question. We
.. "also;have determined that the conclusions regarding the types of students

i ‘'beingserved and ﬂhe types of programs being operated, even if accurate, are

| ,,%”1nthdéﬁaging to .the program." : ' ' V

R R . ‘

.T\“%quélph Troike, in%Research Evidence for the Effectiveness of Bilingual -

o ﬂEdUcation»(]978), summar 1zed a number of studies and concTuded that students

ﬁi;JeQrgllea in federal bilingual programs gained in achievement and benefited

I Ifrom instruction in two languages. He found that students enrolled in

bit{ngual _programs improved at a rate commensurate with their counterpart% ,
1-las’ merasured by various standardized achievement tests, and that in several ;

17 Jongitudinal studies students enrolled in bilingual programs consistently

f‘&”ﬂ‘putﬂperformeg students receiving only English-as-a-Second Language (ESL)

1 finstruction, ' o

. The most re
: Review o

hinyd

N o
1
N

ééntlréport (1981) is Effectiveness of Bilingual Education: A
f the Literature, by Keith Baker and Adriana deKanter. The report
explores the effectiveness of bilingual education based on a review of other

research studies. ‘The review focused on two questions derived from the
principal intent of Federal policy: : o

1
! ]
E .
t

I

_ Does transitional bilingual education lead to better peformance in
English?

S
SN

} & 2. Does transitional bilingual education lead to better performance in | ir”
L ~ nonlanguage subject areas?

- .
The conclusions were: v

Sého$ﬁs éan improve the achievement level of ]anguagé—minority
" children through special programs.

t'

The case for the effectiveness of transitional bilingual education
is so weak that exclusive reliance om this instruction method is
clearly not justified. Too little is known about the problems of
educating language minorities to prescribe a specific remedy at the
Federal level. Therefore, while meeting civil rights _guarantees,

each ;school district should decide what type of specia) program is ,
-~ most rappropriate for its own unique setting. ‘
Y ~

There is no justification for assuming that it is necessary to
teach nonlanguage subjects in the child's native language in order

for the language-minority child to make satisfactory progress in /////
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; school. However, if nonlanguage subjects are to be taught in

;,/ English, the curriculum must be structured differently from the way .
‘ the curriculum is structured for monolingual English-speaking
. students. .
-y ’ )
3, - Immersion programs, which involve structured curriculums in English

for both language and nonlanguage subject areas, show promising
results and should be given more attention in program development.

- The Title VII program for bilingual education must take steps to
~ improve the quality of its program evaluations.

This report has been criticized by a variety of researchers, including the
American Psychological Association (1982). Concerns regarding this report
include:

- The report (and its conclusions) have been inappropriately
interpreted.

- It does not suppurt the conclusion that bilingual education is
ineffective, inappropriate, or unnecessary.

- The scientific quality of the report is questionable.
" A1l of the reports discussed have been criticized by advocates of bilingual
education and other researchers.

I11linois Overview

As a result of the federal legislation on bilingual education and in
recognition of the substantial number of students in I1linois with limited
abilities in the English language, the - I1linois General Assembly passed
permissive legislation (1971) for bilingual education and appropriated funds
to support the program. This permissive legislation remained in effect
until 1976 and stated:

10~22.38a Bilingual programs

To provide programs in a language other than English for those
children whose first language is other than English, subject
to the approval of the Superintendent of Public Instruction.
Upon approval of the program the School Board shall be AN
entitled to payments from the State of I11inois for the
services and materials required.

The bilingual mandate, introduced in the I11inois General Assembly as

H.B. 1223, was enacted in September 1973 as P.A. 78-727, Article 14C of The
School Code of I1linois -and took effect July 1, 1976 (Appendix A). The Act
mandated the establishment of transitional bilingual education programs in w)

12 Ly
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[11inois public schools effective July 1, 1976, and provided for state
reimbursement of excess costs incurred, by school districts in provlding
bitingual education.

|
Al

The I1linois mandate for transitionalgbi]ingua] education has several major
components and goals which can be summarized as follows:

a. To ensure equal educational.opportunity to every child.

b. To provide for the establishment of programs in transitional
bilingual education which can‘meet the needs of students with
limited abilities in the English language and facilitate their
integration into the regular public school curriculum.

c. To limit the requirement for pfograms‘to those attendance centers
which have an enrollment of 20 or more students with the same
language background.

d. To provide for parent and community participation by the forming of
parent advisory committees. Such committees afford parents the
opportunity to express their views and ensure that programs are
planned, operated, and evaluated with the involvement or
consultation of parents. Committees are composed of parents of
children enrolled in transitional bilingual education programs,
teachers of these children, counselors, and representatives from
community groups.

e. To provide for the approval of program and personnel standards
through the statute and rules and regulations of the State Board of
Education,

f. To authorize State fundiﬁg for reimbursement of excess costs of the
transitional bilingual education program in public school
attendance centers. ;

Three major goals for the program were indicated during the June 1973 Senate
debate on H.B. 1223:

(1) It will apply across the board wherever there's a need; (2) the
student will be taught.in his own language at the same time he's
learning English so that he doesn't lose time; and (3) students will
obtain an education in language skills in both English and their home
languages.

In dddition to the discussion surrounding these three goals, there has been
a continuing debate on the appropriateness of the concepts “transitional”
and "bicultural." Programs which focus on transition have been seen by some
groups as ultimately unsupportive of native language and culture since their
aim is to return students to the regular classroom where "English only" is
spoken. The statutory language dealing with instruction "in both cultures"
has therefore assumed greater significance to bicultural advocates, as a way
of promoting national heritages and overcoming what they perceive as the
deficiencies of a transitional approach. ‘

—
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Debate has also continued on the issues of the need, the scope, and the
effectiveness of services provided to students with limited abilities in the
English language. In 1978 the Il1linois state 1Bgislature, at the request of
the State Board of Educat1on, funded a state-wide evaluation study. The
evaluation study had two major purposes: 1) to study the effects of the
transitional bilingual education program in I1linois; and 2) to develop and
field-test a comprehensive and‘systemat1c evaluation design for future use
in the program. The nineteen specific questions addressed by the study can
be found in"™Appendix B. Recommendations as a resu1§ of this study were to:

a) Establish a management information system to maintain complete,
accurate, uniform and comprehensive program data.

b) Establish é framework to guide planning, operation, and evaluation
~of transitional bilingual education programs.

c) Establish a goal-based eva]uat1on model supplemented by special,
studies to determine context and "lesign variables that affect
student performance.

d) Focus on answering questions that can provide guidance for program
efficiency and system design.

e) Revise program goals to more accurately reflect a consensus between
program direction and expected outcomes.

"

f) Rev1se rules ahd regulations to reflect new program goals and
clarify operatiphg procedures for the transitional bilingual program

H

g) Conduct a study of the appropriateness and utility of us1ng the
current six levels of language proficiency.

Subsequent to the study, the I1linois State Board of Education adopted a
policy statement (February 14, 1980) reaffirming its comiitment to the full
implementation of Article 14C of The School Code of Illinois. The current
policy eliminates references to bicultural education and refers only to
transitional bilingual education. It takes into consideration the
characteristics of the present mandate and as such, provides criteria for
eligibility and successful program completion and recommends that every ’
eligible student receive state and local support without regard to the
numbers of students enrolled in each local district or attendance center.
In addition, the policy provides for coordination with other programs and -
for state and local fiscal support. (Appendix C)

The po]ic} also committed the State Board of Education to developing
standardized procedures to determine student eligibility, program
participation and evaluation.

The State Board of Education developed a system for each local district to ﬁa
record and report data for each student enrolled in a transitional bilingual
education program. In 1979-80 the first state-wide Program Evaluation and

9
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Summary Report was drafted. THfs report addressed ten specific questions
dealiing with the impact of the“program (Appendix D). Results indicated that
students received services and were transitioned into regular classrooms.
In addition, the report indicated that there are also eligible students who
do not receive services due to lack of parental permission, placement in
another program deemed more appropriate for the child (such as special
education), or attendance at schools where there are less than 20 students
of the same language background.
Following a state and local distgict review of the™first year's report, it
was determined to continue the new evaluation and reporting system and to
expand it in order to answer questions about other approaches to educating
eligible students. Four proposed research questions emerged (1981),
particularly after discussions with legislative and executive branch staff.

1. Do-students in transitional bilingual education programs show greater
evidénce of progress in English language skills, reading skills, as well
as math and social skills, than do students with limited abilities in
English language who do not participate in special programs?

2. Do.students in transitional bilingual education programs show greafeb h
evidence of progress (in the above subjects) than do students in English
as a Second Language (ESL) programs? Do students in transitional
~ bilingual programs show greater evidence of progress (in the above
subjects) than do students in modified immersion programs or in total -
submersion programs?

3. Is there an optimal age to enroll students in transitional bilingual
programs? In ESL programs? In modified immersion programs? In tetal
submersion programs?

4. How do I1linois programs compare with those of other states in terms of
1) cost per pupil, 2) exit rate, 3) successful transition rate,

~4) English progress, 5) subject matter progress, and 6) native language
progress?

The I1linois State Board of Education will respond to these questions in
future evaluathon studies.

"In summary, the questions still being asked about bi]ingda] programs at the
federal level reflect questions being asked at the state level which are:

1. What are the purposes of bilingual education? “

- 2. What are the most effecthE\wpys to help students who have limited
abilities in the English language move into regular classrooms while
providing for equal educational opportunity?

3. What are the results of providing special programs for students with
limited abilities in the English language?

The following section presents an analysis of these three questions as they
relate to the I1linois mandate for transitional bilingual education.
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IV. ANALYSIS OF ISSUES

The I11inois mandate for bilingual education evolved in response to a need
to adequately educate children with limjted abilities in the English
language. Issues regarding the purpose,’ methods, and results of bilingual
education have encompassed the program since its inception. These three
issues, posed_as questions, are discussed in this section.

1. WHAT ARE THE PURPOSES OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION? .

The primary purpose of bilingual education for both the federal and state
level is to provide equal educational 6pportun1ty to students with limited
abilities in the English language. Title VI of the Civil Righ¥s Act of 1964
(Section 601) and the 1974 U.S. Supreme Court decision in Lau v. Nichols
reflect this purpose.

The I11inois statute (Article 14C-1) states that the "General Assembly
believes that a program of transitional bilingual education can meet the
needs: of these children and facilitate their integration into the regular
public school curriculum. Pursuant to the policy of this State to insure
equal educational opportunity to every child, and in recognition of the
educational needs of children of limited English-speaking dbility... it is
the purpose of this Act to provide for the ‘establishment of transitional
bilingual education programs in the public schools..." )

.Children of limitad English-speaking ability are defined as (14C-2.(d)):

(1) children who were not born in the United States whose native tongue
is a language otherYthan English and who are incapable of performing
ordinary classwork in English; and (2) children who were born in the
United States of parents possessing no or limited English-speaking
ability and who are incapable of performing ordinary classwork in
English.
The statute specifies: "When, at the beginning of any school year, there is
within an attendance center of a school district, not including children who
are enrolled in existing private school systems, 20 or more children of
limited English-speaking ability in any such language classification, the
school district shall establish for each classification, a program in
transitional bilingual education for the children therein; provided,
how®ver, that a school district may establish a program in transitional
bilingual education with respect to any classification with less than 20
children therein."

As a result of statutory language, student eligibility for transitional
bilingual education programs has to be defined in two ways. First, the
eligibility is determined on the basis of language background/proficiency.
Second, the eligibility for access to required programs is determined by the
number of language eligible students with the same language background in
the particular attendance center. Students who are eligible based on
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% language assessment, but are in an attendance center with less than 20
“eligible students, may receive language transition services at the
discre{}on of the local district, but there is no requirement that the
services be provided under those conditions. Districts which choose to
offer programs that are in compliance with statutory and regulatory
conditions are eligible for state reimbursement.

The enrollment condition was apparently established dn reasonable grounds of
practicality and has in fact resulted in the provisjbn of services to a
large majority of the eligible students. However, a legitimate question may
be asked about whether the condition acts as an unwarranted limitation on

the stated equal educaﬁ;:::} opportunity policy.
S

Data from the past two ow that a substantial number of language
eligible students are not recéT™Wng language transition services (see

Table 1), although this fact i t due only to the enrollment condition.
Other factors include parental chdice, lack of resources, and unavailability
of language-qualified personnel. N '
. . .
While current reporting requirements do not allow for a precise count, it is
reasonably estimated that there are 250-300 districts with language-eligible
students in groups of less than 20 per attendance center, and it is further
estimated that this represents a total of no less than 1,500 students
statewide. " -

Table 1

Number and Percentaée of Eligible Students Served
" in I1linois Transitional Bilingual Programs

Fiscal ‘Number ot Number of Percentage Percentage
Year Eligible_ . Students of Students  of Students
Students Served? . Served Not Served

80 49,645 41,966 " 84.5% 15.5%

81 56,256 37,028 65.8% 34.2%

Tpata were taken from the Public School Bilingual Census.
2Data for FY 80 and FY 81 were obtained from the Transitional Bilingual
Education Annual Program Report.

Data prior to 1980 are not comparable due to the change in 1980 census
procedures.

There has been an.increase between 1980 and 1981 in the number of identified
eligible studepts. [11inois is one of 12 states and territories that -
mandate programs in bilingual education. According to information received
from the National Clearinghouse on Bilingual Education, the Office of Civil
Rights, and representatives of individual state education agencies, I1linois
ranks third in population of Timited English-speaking students.
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As- shown in Table 1, 15.5% of the stydents eligible in FY 80 and 34.2% of
the students eligible in FY 81 did ot participate in transitional bilingual

~education programs. The Lau v, Nichols decision emphasized the right of all.
children to equal educational o%ﬁoégun1ty. However, the 1979-80 Program

Summary and Evaluation Report of Bilingual Education in ITl1inois states that

some Timited English-speaking students are not served because 1) they attend
schools where there are less than 20 students of the same language
background; 2) paremts deny permission; 3) placement in another program of
instruction considered more appropriate. Data concerning number of
students affected by each of these categories are not available. The right
of parents to deny permission for their children to participate in this
program is included as part of the mandate (14C-4).

In brief, the major educational purpose of the transitional bilingual
education program is to facilitate the integration of children with limited
abilities in the English language into the regular public school v
curriculum. Students remain in the program for three years or until such
time thdt they achieve a level of English language skills which will enable
them to perform successfully in all-English classrooms, whichever occurs
first.

Although not stated specifically in the I1linois statute, another purpose of
the program inferred by some is to prevent students with limited abikities
in English from losing ground academically while developing English® language
skills. :

2.  WHAT ARE THE MOST EFFECTIVE WAYS TO HELP STUDENTS WHO HAVE LIMITED -
ABILTTIES IN THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE?

The I1linois statute (Article 14C-2(f)) defines the transitional bilingual
education program as:

"Program in transitional bilingual education" means a full-time program
of instruction (1) in all those courses or subjects which a child is
required by law to receive and which are required by the child's school
district which shall be given in the native language of the children of
limited English-speaking ability who are enrolled in the program and
also in English, (2) in the reading and writing of the native Tanguage
of the children of limited English-speaking ability who are enrolled in
the program and in the oral comprehension, speaking, reading and writing
of English, and (3) in the history and culture of the country,
territory or geographic area which is the native land of the parents of
children of limited English-speaking ability who are enrolled in the
program and in the history and culture of the United States; or a
part-time prbgram of instruction based on the educational needs of those
children of limited English-speaking ability who do not need a full-time

i@ program of instruction.

This definition expands upon the finding and declaration statement (14C-1)
by describing a specific methodology/pedagogy in the definition of a
full-time program. This prescribed approach focuses heavily on the use of




" both -1anguages in the instrugtional program in ‘gursuing the goal of the
student being able to succesSfully transition tp effective use of the
English language.

Other instructional approaches have a]éo been developed and implemented.
The various approaches emanate from both philosophical and methodological.
differences between their respective proponents. While there is general
agreement that students with limited abilities in the English language
should learn English, views regarding the purpose and means of teaching
English vary widely. The four general approaches are: :

English as a Second Language (ESL) - Language minority children are
pTaced in a regular classroom; however, these students receive extra
instruction in English in a special curriculum. The native language may
or may not be used in the ESL instruction.

Transitional Bilingual Education (TBE) - Basic subject matter courses
are taught in the native Tanguage until the student acquires sufficient
knowledge of English to participate successfully in a regular
classroom. Instruction in the native language is gradually phased out,
and full English instruction is gradually phased in. An ESL component.
is usually part of a TBE program.

Structured Immersion - A1l instruction is in English. However, the:
teacher understands the native language, and students may use the native
language. The curriculum is structured so that instruction in the
content areas does not progress beyond the students' English language
ability.

Maintenance - Over an extended period of time, instruction is provided
in both the native language and Endlish. There is no attémpt to replace
the native language with English; rather it is the intent of the program
that a child be proficient in both languages.

In practice, there are modest variations within these four approaches.
Variations are used by districts so that local circumstances can be
accommodated (i.e., age/grade level of students, proficiency levels, number
of language groups and number of students injan attendance center). As a
result, the type of instruction rigiived by itudents in these programs
varies in detail from place to plaiw.

Maintenance programs are inappropriate for use in I1linois state-funded
programs as they are currently defined since they are intended to promote
proficiency in both languages over the entire educational span and the
stated purpose of the I11inois mandate is to effect a transition to
proficiency in the English language. To an extent, the other approaches are
all transitional language programs. Major arguments of proponents and
opponents of the other three approaches are summarized in Table 2.

:
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Table 2

Major Arguments of Proponents and
Opponents of Each Approach

.

Approach ’ Proponents Opponents
English as a Easiest to implement in diverse Of ten results in
Second Language or small populations.--May be students being several
(ESL) used where native language grade levels behind
teachers are not available. other children by the

iy ) time they have become
proficient jn English.
Ignores cultural )

" 3 background.
Transitional Provides for academic achieve-  Students proficieﬁt in
Bilingual ment in subject areas while English remain in the
Education learning English. Improves program.

(TBE) self-concept. Instruction should be

provided only in
English. Promotes
biculturalism.

Structured Provides for achievement in Slows the acadefic

Immersion academic preas without growth of students.
instruction in native ; Ignores cultural and
language. / self-concept issues.

Evaluations of these approaches have been undertaken, but there have been:no
definitive studies. (Some of these studies were discussed earlier in this
report.) While there is general agreement that special programs can improve
the language achievement level of language minority children, no single
approach has been shown to be most effectiive in all situations or even under
a particular set of circumstances.

The prescriptive elements contained in I11{nois' definition of a
. transitional language program preclude local use of other approaches unless ‘

they are added to the basic bilingual program. That is, districts may not )
be reimbursed for a full-time ESL program. Therg is, however, no conclusive
evidence that one approach is more effective thanafother in transitioning
1imited English-speaking students into the regular school curriculum.
Instruction in the origin and ethnic heritage of students has been a concern
among some legislators, educators and members of local communities. In

brief, they feel a program to preserve the children's sense of their native
culture runs contrary to the goal of .Americanizatien or assimilation into
“the dominant_culture. It is also argued' that the program will create more
separation among the varipus ethnic and cultural groups in the United

States. Still others simply feel that its importance in the program has

been overemphasized.

L)
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Advocates of this component, including legislators, educators and community

members, hold that the inclusion of cultural awareness enhances language and -

conceptual development by fostering a positive se]f concept among students.
They maintain that pride in and knowledge of one's own gthnic heritage and
cultural background can improve understand1ng and acquisition of a second
culture.

Unquestionably this aspect of the mandate receives inordinate attention and
is the focus of unwarranted controversy in a program which has as its major
purpose the acquisition of skills in the English language, rather than
knowledge and appreciation of history and culture.

3. WHAT ARE THE RESULTS OF THE BILINGUAL EDUCATION MANDATE?

In 1979, the State Board of Education developed and imp]emenfeﬂ a uniform
data col]ect1on procedure which ipcludes these components.

A. Public School Bilingual Chnsus ) ’

B. Program Application AN .

C. Student Cumulative Record .

D. Annual Program Report \‘=*“\\\ /

Article14C-3 requ1res ‘local distr1cts to deterh1ne annually thes number of
children of limited English-speaking ability within the district and
classjfy them according to language, grade level, age or achievement level.
This information is submitted to the State Board of Education by way of the
Public School Bilingual Census. The census has been designed to identify
all non-English background students and to distinguish which of these
students are e11g1b1e for program participation.

The census requires local districts to develop procedures or a standardized
plan for evaluating all students. One rationale for this in¢lusion is that
if this type of procedure is not in place, then it becomes difficult to make
decisions on whether bilingual students could be expected to succeed in an
all-English classroom because the local standard for comparison has not been
established. . , ' )

The Student Cumslative Record is a form which remains at the local district
for local use and serves to record information for the Annual Student
Report. The Annual Student Report provides the basis for statewide
evaluation activities to assess individual student progress and total
program effectiveness. Individual student information is reported,
including scores in English language proficiency, attendance and other
program information. The data collected on these instruments provide a
basis for determining if students are transition1ng /into the regular
curriculum. ;

Parent advisory committees are either involved or consulted regarding these
procedures. Establishing local parent advisory committees reflects federal
policy and the State mandate. This is the only program for which the state
does mandate parent advisory committees. . !

-
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Prior to the mandate, permissive programs existed in some local districts.
The number of districts providing programs and the State allocations from
FY 71 through FY 81 are noted in Table 3.

. Table 3
Number of Districts Providing Bilingual
Programs and State Allocations
from FY 71 through FY 81

- Fiscal Number of Districts ~+ State
Year with Bilingual Programs Allacations
71 1 - $ 200,000
72 k{ 805,000
73 ! 28 2,370,000
74 40 ‘ 6,000,000
75 53 8,000,000
76* 63 9,000,000
77 : 63 13,000,000
y 78 65 . 13,800,000
S 67 i - 14,600,000
80 70 16,600,000
81 - -~ 76 & 17,500,000

*Beginning of the mandate

Aécording to the 1979-80 Program Summary -and Evaluation Report, students are
not only exiting Trom the program {Teaving the program for a variety of
reasons, such as dropping out, moving to an attendance center which does not
offer a program, or withdrawing at request of parent), but are also
transitioning ﬁi.e., performing successfully in an all-English curriculum as
determined by district criteria). Table 4 il1ludtrates the statewide exit
and transition rates for FY 80 and FY 81.

Tab{s 4

Statewide Exit and ‘ransition Rates

FY 80 FY 81.
Number of participants 41,966 37,028
Number of students exiting 1,118 1,461
Exit rate 2.6%- 3.9%
Number of students transitioned 6,118 5,201

Jransition rate 14.6% 14.0%




- -

As evident from the- data, more students are transitioning into regular
classroom programs than are exiting from the program. Data from other
states are not comparable to Il}inois data due to the differencgs in data
collection and analysis. Tablé 5 provides I1linois transition rates by
‘grade level for FY 81.

Table 5

FY 81 Transition Rates by Grade Level

} Number of Number Percent

Grade Level : Participants Transitioned Transitioned
K 6026 364 6.0%
] 5793 551 9.5%
24 ) 4840 1014 . 20.9%
3 B ; 3627 670 18.5%
4 2932 ) 552 18.8%
5 2579 “ 475 18.4%
6 2282 - 329. 14.4%
7. 1963 260 13.3%
8 1702 228 13.4%

9 2450 262 10.7% <

10 1614 195 12.1%
. N 845 - 180 21.3%
' 12 . 375 ~121 . 32.3%
TOTAL 37,028 5,201 T4.0%

The transition rates for. grades 2 through 6, 11 and 12 exceed the statewide
rate. Rates for the remaining grades are 1ower than the statewide rate.
Over 75% of the students transitioned from the programs during FY 81 were in
gra‘év K through 6. .

The question of stﬂdent progress in bilingual programs is addressed 1n the
1979-80 Program Summary and Evaluation Report:

Positive achievement gains were reported for students participating in
I1linois transitional bilingual education programs. ~On English language
proficiency and dominance-tests, downstate students were found to have
raised their proficiency level by one categoyy (on a language
proficiency scale of 1-5), a considerable gain in one program year.
Scores based on the Jowa Test of Basic Skills, a measure of reading
achievement, indicate that Chicago's transitional bilingual education
students scored better than expected when compared with English-speaking
0cohorts in compensatory programs. Furthermore, Chicago's students were
acquiring English comprehension and speak1ng skills while deve10p1ng
basic reading skills,

24



At present, the State Board of Education is improving the system for
collecting test information by providing districts with technical assistance .
relevant to test selection, test administration and -use of the resuTts. In
addition, it is refining the evaluation questions for.whith the data provide
responses. ’

In summary, it is generally agreed;that\specja1“programs can improve the
language achievement level of students with limited abilities in the English
janguage. However, no sihgle approach has beem shown to.be the most
effective in all situations or even under a particular set of’ S
circumstances. Students are transitioning into the regular curriculum. In
addition, positive achievement gains have been reported for children.
participating in the I1linois transitional bilingual education programs.

[ 4

The primary purpose of the I11inois mandate for bilingual education is to
provide equal educational opportunity to students with limited abilitiesein
the English language. The limitations of the present mandate in terms.of
requiring 20 or more students with common Janguage ‘backgrounds before a

program is established hamper the ability of the State to ensure provision

of equal educational opportunity 'to all children. Not all eligible studeats
are being provided with special programs. '

The following gectibn contains the findings and conclusions of this report.

LY
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V. FINDINGS AND CONCLUSJONS

This report is based upon a review of materials re]ated to the Illinois
statutory mandate for transitional bilingual education. The examination
resulted in the identification of three specific questions which were
addressed in the report. The ensuing analysis shaped the framework for
respond1ng to the five general mandate study questions approved by the State
Board of Education. These questions and a brief response tosgach as it
concerns the bilingual education mandate are presented below.

-

1. DOES THE MANDATE REFLECT A COMPELLING STATE INTEREST?

I11inois. has a substantial population of students with limited abilities in
the Eng]1sh language. -The State's interest in equal educational opportunity
as addressed at least in part by the b111ngua] education mandate. It is
also apparent that the State's interest in providing for a competent
educated$c1t1zenry cannot be realized when students are unable to adequate]y
comprehend the English language. The principal educational purpose of this
program is to enable students with limited proficiency in English to develop
English language skills to a level which makes it possible for them to
adequately participate in the regular school €urriculu We are inevitably
led ta the conclusion that for reasons of equal educat?Bna1 opportunity and
the pervasive State concern for an educated c1t1zenry, the mandate does

+ reflect a compelling State interest.

2. WHAT DES IRABLE GONDITION OR OUTCOME IS CALLED FOR BY THE MANDATE?
Y :
The primary outcomejof the trans1t1ona1 b111ngua] education mandate is to
expedite integration of 'students with limited abilities in ‘the English
language into the regutar public school curriculum as a means of assur1ng
qual educational opportunity. ‘ . -

3. IS THERE EVIDENCE THAT IN THE ABSENCE OF THE MANDATE THE CONDITION OR
M T NUA

Yes. A 11m1ted number 6;:;;;)ex1sted in the years pr1or to the mandate
and were supported by a 11m1ted amdunt of state re1mburzement. There has
m

been a substant1a] increase in both the number 6f programs and level of
state fund1ng since implementation of the mandate. It is reasonz%%e to
assume that in the abseqpe of the mandate and the state reimbursefient the
number of projects and number of students be1ng served would not have ’
increased to this extent.

4, AS PRESENTLY DEFINED DOES (CAN),THE MANDATE YIELD THE DESIRED RESULT?

Yes. The pr1mary purpose of the program is to enab]e students to ach1eve a
level of comprehension in English that warrants transitioning into an
all-English program. Documentation collected over the last several years, -
although limited, :is decisive. Thousands of students have acquired the
“necessary skills and have been moved into the regu]ar classroom,

L
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~and if such research provides conclusive evidence that one method is ;Eg
U

' 4 . .
5. COULD THE MANDATE BE DEFINED OR IMPLEMENTED DIFFERENTLY AND YIELD THE
DESIRED RESULTS? i

Yes,. As presently defined, the mandate requires that transitional bilingual
eduéation programs be developed for all attendance centers having twenty or

more students of the same language group with limited abilities in the

English language. The instructional approach required is:prescribed by law, .
and reimbursement is provided for only_that mode of instruction.

Instructional approaches other than transitional, bilingual education have

been developed and implemented. Available research, although limited and
questsioned by some, indicates that no one approach has been shown to be most
effective in all situdations «r even under particular circumstances. When

preferable over all others, it should be considered for requirement. til

such time, however, the 1] ayld exclude any reference to methodology ‘and
‘thus provide for local (istrict flexibility in selecting instructional
approaches to achieve transition. The law should direct the State Board of

Education to develop rules and regulations to implement the goals of the
mandate and establish the criteria by which LEA's may develop programs.

/;Q addition, some students with limited ability in*English are not serve i
because they attend schools where there are less than 20 students of ﬁﬁgf;///\
same language background. Yet, when the state's interest in equal 7~
educational opportunity is considered, the inconsistency of applying a
20-student 1imit is apparent. The rights of all students to equal

educational opportunity should be assured on the grounds of equity and in

the best interests of the children. Allowing more flexibility inf programs

o coupled with a requirement to serve all children could address the problem.

Further, the requirement in-the law to teach the history and culture of the
country which is the native land of the student's parents is unnecessarily
prescriptive and tends to obscure the primary objective of the mandate. ',
This conclusion should not be considered,a denial of the potential
usefulness of history and culture in acComplishing the purpose of the law,
but rather an admission that such content in the instructional program is
only one of themany avenues available to accomplish that purpose.

" CONCLUSIONS ™

- The State has a compelling interest in mandating that transitional
services be made available to all students with limited abilities
in the English language.

- The teéching of the history and culture of the native land of
) students' parents should not be a requirement of the law.

- The State.has no compelling interest in requiring a particular
_instructional methodology in tge context of a transitional language

program.
{




- There is a need on the state level to determine through further
’ study:

e)

How many eligible students are there in attendance centers
with less than 20 stu¥ents of a common language background?

where are they located7

- Are they receiving other types of services to assist them in

leqrn1ng English?

Is there a possible value of/ﬁxtend1ng language training to
the eligible early ch11dhood population? .

what are the ram1f1cat1ons of the present legal authority
(14C-4) for parénts to withdraw .their children from bilingual
programs?

Preliminary recommendations for action are in the following section.




VI. PRELIMINARY RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ACTION
BY THE STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
As a result of this study, it is recommended that action on the transitional
bilingual mandate be undertaken as follows. These recommended actions are
intended to address the compelling State interest in transitional language
education and the necessity to define that interest in terms of effective
programs most beneficial to the individual student.

Recommendations

The current mandate should be revised as follows:

1.  The mandate should apply to all students in;pﬂb]ic»schoo1s with
limited abilities in the EngTish language in grades K-12.

Locally determined alternative instructional approaches should be
allowed which are consistent with the goal of achieving early and
effective transition to the regular school curriculum.

The statute should be amended to: L

- eliminate the requirement that history and culture be
taught, but include the desirability of such content in a
language transition program.
exclude any reference to specific methodo]ogy of "
instruction.
provide for local flexibility in assur1ng part1c1pat1on
of parents and community organizations.

Based upon implementation of the above recommendations, the State Board
of Education should direct staff to develop rules and regulations to
implement the goals of the mandate as amended.

4, The State Board of Education should instruct the Superintendent to
“direct staff to conduct research on: 9

The number of eligible students in attendance centers with

less than 20 students of a common language background.

The types of services these students are receiving.

The possible value of extending lanqguage training to the

eligible early childhood population.

The ramifications of parents w1thdraw1ng their children from
~ bilingual programs.

[}

These recommendations are based upon the conclusion that there is enough
evidence linking special programs for students with limited abilities in
English to their successful integration into regular classrooms to support a
compelling state "interest in a mandate. They are also based upon the
conclusion that both the current mandate and practices are not precisely
directed to either the primary interest of the state or to the particular
needs of students with 1imited abilities in the English language.
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CHAPTER 122 — SCHOOLS

. \ T

4C. 'm.\.\'srrlo.xs BILINGUAL
EDUCATION

Legislative finding and declnf&(

Sec.
14C—1.
14C—2. Delinitions,

14C—2.1 Establishment of programs ufitil July 1.,
1976. )

14C—3. Lsnguage cl&sslllcmlmchlldren—Es~
of P rali—Period of

participation—Examination. )

14C—4. Notife of enrollment—Content:—RIghts
oft\ parents.

14C—5. Nonresident children—Enrollment and
tuitlon—Joint programs.

14C-—6. Placement of children.

14C—7. Participation in extracurrictiar activities
of public schools.

14C—8. - Teacher certification—Qualificatlons—
Issuance of certilicates. '

14C—9. Tenure—>Minimum salaries.

14C—10. Parent and community particlpation.

14C—11. Preschoo! or summer school program.
14C-—12. Account of expendltures—Cost report—
Reimbursement.

Article 14C cay added by P.A. 78-721, § 1,
effective October 1, 1973.

14C—1. «§ 14C~1. Legislative finding and dec.
laration. The General' Assembly finds that there
are large numbers of children in this State who
come from environmenis where the primary lan-
guage i3 other than English, Experience has
shown that public school classes In which tnflyuc-
tion is given only in English are often inadequate
for the education of children whose native tongue
is another language. The General Assemhly be-
lieves that a program of transitional billngual ed-
ucation can meet the needs of these children and
facilitate their integration into the regular public
echool curriculuni. Therefore, pursuant to the
pollcy -of this State to {nsure equal educational op-
portuplty to every child, and in recognition of the
educatlonal needs of children of limited English-
speaki ability, and in recognition of the success
of the Nmited existing bilingual programs con-
ducted .pursuant to Sections 14-——22.38a and 34—
18.2 of Th@ School Code*{t,is the purpose ol this
Act to provide for the estahlig¢himent of transition-
al bllingudl education programs in the public
schools, and to prpvide supplemental financial as-
sistance to help local school districts meet the
extra costs of 'sych programs.
Added by P.A. T8-727, § 1, eff. Oct. 1, 1973,

14C—2. § 14C+2. Definitions. Unless the
context indicates otherwise, the terms used in this
Afticle have the foilowing meanings: .

(a) *Superintendent's Office’’ means the Office
of the Superintendent of Public Instruction;

o
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(b) “Certitication Board' means the State
Teacher Certification Board;

ic) "School District’”” msdns any
trict established under this,'Code;”

{d) “Children of limtted English-speaking
ability” means (1) childrig~Who were not born
in the United States whose native tongue
language other than English and who are in-
capable of performing ordinary clusswork in
English; and (2} childr¢gn who were born in the
United States of parents possessing no or limited
English-speaking ability anld who are incapabie of
performing ordinary classwork in English;

(e) "Teacher of transitional bilingual educa-
tion” means a teacher with a speaking and read-
ing ability in a language other than English in

school dis:

is a

“which transitional bilingual education Is offered

and wlith communicative skiils in English;

(f) “Program’ in transitional bilingual educa-
tion" means a (ull-time program of Instruction
{1) In all those courses or subjects which a child
is required by law to receive and which.are re-
quired by the child's school district which shall
be given in the native language of the children of
llmited English-speaking ability who are eénrolled
in the program. and also in English, (2) in the
reading and writing ol the ‘native language o e
children of limited English-speaking abim,\";
are enrolied in the program and in the oral com-
prehe:%ion. speaking, readlng and writing of Eng-
lish, shd (3) in the histofvy and culture of the
country, territory or geograptiic area which is the
native land .of the parents of 2hildren of limited
English-speaking ability who are enrolled in the
program .and in the history and culture of the
United States; or a part-time program of instrue-
tion based on the educational nécds of ‘those chil-
dren of limited English speaking abllity who do
not need a full-time program of Instruction.

Added by P.A. 78~7£€7, § 1, eff. Oct. 1, 1973,

“

14C—2. $ 14C-2.1 Esmi?l’f.:hmcnt. ~of pro-
grams nntil July 1, 1976, School boards of any
school districts that maintain a recognized- school,

whether operating under the general Low or unider

a special charter, may until July 1, 197¢, depend-
ing on available state ald, and shall thereafter,
subject to any limitations hereinafter specivled,
establish and maintain such transitional bilinguul
programs as may be needed for children of limlted
English-speaking ability as adthorized by this Ar-
ticle,

Added by P.A, 78-727, § 1, eff. Oct. 1, 1973,

14C—3. § 14C-3. Language classification of
children—Establishment of  program—~bPerviod  of
participation—Examination,  Each achool district
shall ascertain, not later than the first day of
March, under regulations preseribeil by Lthe Superin-
tendent’s Office, the number of cnildren oif limited
Eunglish-speaking ability within the school distriet.
and shall ¢lassify them according to the languake
of which thes possess a primary speaking ability,
and their grade level, age or achievement jeivel,

When, at the beginning of any'school vear, there
is within an attendance center of a school district
not Including children who are enrolicd in éxisting
private schnol systems, 20 or niore chililren of ilm-
{ted Engiish-speaking abillty {n any such language

- classllication, the scnool district shall estabilish, for

each classilication, a program in trausitional bilin-
gual education for the chlldren thérein; provided,

J3
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however, that a school district' may establish a pro-
gram in transitional bilingual education with re-
spect to any classification with less than 20 chil-
dren therein. : ;

Every school-age child of limited English-speak-
ing ability not enrolled in existing priyate school--
systems shall be enrolled and participate in the
program in transitional bilingual e¢ducativo estab-
lished for the elassification to which he belongs by
the schuol district in which he resides for a period
of 3 years or until such time as he achieves a level
of English language skills which will enable him to
perform successfullyiin classes in which ipstruction
is glven only in Bng\ﬂsh, whichever shali first oc-
cur. ' . N T
A child of lloiited }Jngllsh-speaklng abllity en-
rolled In a program (& transitional bllingual edu-
cation may, in the discretion of the schoot district
and subject to the approval of the child’'s parent or
legal guardian, continue In that program for a pe-
riod longer than 3 years.

An examination In the oral comprehension,
speakings reading and writing of English. as pre-
scribed by the Superintendent’'s Office, shall be 2d-
ministered annually to all children of iimited Eng-
lish-speaking abllity enrolled and partistpatiog io
a program In transitional bilingual education. No
school district shall transfer a child of limited Eng-
lish-speaking ability out of a program In transition-
al bilingual education p to his third vear of
enrollment therein unless the parenis of the child
approve the transfer in writing, und uniess the ehild
has recelved a score on said examination which,"in
the determination of the Superintendent’s Office, re-
flecis a level of Engiish languuge skills appropriate

A
3,

~40 his or her grads level,
“If later evidence suggests that a child so trans- .

terred is stjll handicapped by an inadequate com<
mand of English, he niay be re-enrviled in the pro-
gram for a length of twe equal to that which fe-
mained at the time he was transferred. ®

Added by P.A, 7T8-727. § 1, eff, Oct. 1, 1973,

* 14C—i, § 14C—4. Notice of enrollment—Con-
tent—Rights &f purents. No laler than 10 days
afier the enroliment of any chiid in a program’ig
transitional bilingual education the scheol district
in which the child resides shall notify by mail the
parents or legul guardian of the chiid of the fact
that thelr chil® has been enrolled in a program in
transitional bilingual education. The notice shall
contain a simple, nontechnical description of the
purposes, method und content of the program in
which the child lfuenml!cd and shall inform the
parents that they hiave the right to visit transitional
biilngual education classes in whith their child s
enrolled and td come to the schodl for a cenlerence
to explain the Bature of transitional bilingual edu-
eation. Said natice shall further inform the par-
ents that they hive the absolite right, If they so
wish, to wlthms\ their child friom & program In~
transitional bilingun) edycation in the manner as
hereinaflter provldeN

The notice_shall be in writing in English and in
the language of which the child of the parents so
potified possesses a primary speaking ability,

Any parent whose clilld has heen enrolied ih a
program in transitional hilingual education shall
have the absolute right, either at the tmie of the
original potliication of enroliment or at the close
of any semesler thervafter, io withdraw his child
from said prograni by providing written notice of

CHAPTER 122 — SCHOOLS
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such desire to the school authorittes of the school
In which his child is enrolled or to the school dis-
trict in which his child resides: provided that no
withdrawal shall be permitted- unless such parent is
{nformed in a conference willr school district offi-
cials of -the nature of the program, .

Added by P.A. 78-~727, § 1, eff. Oct, 1, 1973, ®

14C—3." § 14C=5, Nonresident children—En-
rollment and tuitlon—~—Joint progréms, A school
district muy allow a nonresident child of limited
English-speaking ability to enroll in or attend its
progrim in trangitional bilingual education and the
tuition for such a child shal be pald by the district
in which he resides, )

Any school district may joln with any other
school district or districts to provide the programs
in transitional billnguul education required or per-
wifted by this Article. | .
Added by P.A. 78-727,-§ 1, eff, Oct, 1, 147

14C—86. § 14C-6. Plidcemerft of children. C
dren enrolled In a program of transitional bilingual
education whenever pbssible shall be placed 4n
cissses with children of approximately the saue age
and leved of educagional fttainment, 1t children of
different age groups or ucational -levels are com-
bined, the school district so combiniug shall ensure
that the instruction-given each child ts appropriate
to his or her level of educational autainment and
the school districts *shull keep adeguate records of
the educational level and progress of each child
enrolied in a program. The maxjimum student-
teaclier ratio shall be set by the Superintendent's
Office and shail refléct the specia) ¢ducational needs
of children enrolied fo programa in transitional bis
lingual education. Programs in transitiona} bilin-
gual education shall, whenever feasible, be lucated
in the regular public schools of the district rather
than separate faciiities,

Added by P.A, T8-T27, § 1, eff, Oct. 1, 1973,

14C—7. § 14C-7. Participation in extracurricu-
lat activities of public schools, Instrucetion in
courses of subjects included in a program of trausi-
tignal billngual education which are not mandatory
may be given in a language other than English.
In thousée courses or subjects fu which verbalization
ls not eésgential to an understanding of the subject
matter, including But not necesgarily Hmfted to art,
music and phiysical edugation, elifidren of lmited
English-speaking ability shall participate tully with
their Engiish-speaking contemporaries in thé reg-
ular publle school classes provided for said subjects,
Eae¢h $chool glistriet shiall ensure to chlidren en-
rolied programfin transitional bilingual educa-
tlon practical and fueaninglul opportunity tu par-
ticipate fTully in (hé extracurricular activities of the
regular public schivels in the Jdistriet,

" Added by PLAL 78727, § 1, elf, Oct, 1, 1973,

14C—8. § 14C-8. Teacher certification—Quali-
tications—Issuitnee of certificates.  No pérson shall
be eligible for employmernt by a schoul district as
a teaclier uf transitional biltngual education tnjess
he meets the requlrements set forth fn this Seetdon.
Schiool districts shall give preference In employiog
transitional billugual education teachers to those
Individuals who have the relevant foreign culwural
background established through residency abroad or
by being raisc¢id in a non«<English speidking environ-
mient,  The Certification Board shall lssue certifi-
cates valid for teaching in all grides of the com-
mon school {o transitional bilingual education pro-

2
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February 15, May 15 and September 20 the State
report of claims to the Comptroller and prepare
the vouchers showing the amounts due the respec-
tive reginns for their school district’s reimburse-
mecnt claims, Upon receipt of the August finai ad-
justed claimis the State Superintendent shall make
a fiial dJetermination of the accuracy of such
clahias, If the money appropriated by the General

Asseriibly for such purpose for any year is {nsufff-

cient, it shali be apportioned on the basis of the
claims approved. o
Failure on the part of the schoo! district to pre-
pare and certify the final adjusted claims due un-
der this Section on or before August 10 of any
vear. and its failure thereafter to prepare and cer-
tify such report to the regional superintendent of
schools within 10 days after receipt of rotice of
such delinquency sent io 1t by the Supérintendent’s
Office by registered mail, shall constitute a forfei-
ture by the school district of its right to be reim-
bursed by the State under this Section. .
Amended by P.A. 79-1417, § 1, eff. Oct. 1, 1976.
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Appendix B i »
Evatuation Questions*

1. What is the tota] number of students by 1@2§uage level of limited
Eng]1sh speaking proficiency? =

2. What is the total number of students enrolled in all b111ngua1 education
programs? L

3. What is the total number of students enro]]ed in trans1t1ona1 b111 gual
education programs?

4. What is the total ‘number of students by 1angua§e level of limited
English language proficiency who are not being served by any type of
bilingual education program? ) .

" 5. What entrancé/exit criteria are utilized to determine student
participation in the transitional program?

6. In what ways are the entrance/exit criteria appggg[igteiﬂyy‘\

7. To what extent do students in the transitional b111ngua1 eduéation
program make gains in English language skills (i.e., oral receptive
‘language, oral productive language, reading comprehens1on and writing
skills)? ,

8. To what extent do students in the transitional Uﬂ]ingué] education
program make gains in mathematics and other subject areas?

9, Do students in the transitional bilingual program exhibit growth in
self-esteem?

10. What evidence reflects the "transitional component" of the trans1t1onél'

bilingual program?
11. How long“do students‘rémain in the program?

12. How are\EtUdents characteristically transitioned from the bilingual
education program into the all-English program?

13. How many students have been transitioned? ' ) \

14. To what extent are students who have been transitioned prepared to
achieved at a rate commensurate with their age, grade level and ability
in all subject areas?

15. What effect does the transition of students from the transitional
bilingual program into regular school program have on students'
self-esteem? v

*An Evafuation of the State Funded I1linois Transitional Bilingual Education

Program: Final Report, 1979.

.




. What types of teacher characteristics and staff1ng models appear to

correlate with improved student performance in transititnal b111ngual
programs?

T~ 16

17. What are the unant1c1pa{ed effects (affective and cognitive) that are
evident from and attributable to the presence of trans1t1onal bilingual
programs in the total school environment?

18. What_have been the effects of tran51t1onal b111ngual pnograms on
© attendance #f participating students?

19. To what extent has there been parent and community involvement in the
transitional bilingual program and 1Pat has been the impact of this
involvement?

\
- -

Responses to these questions can be found in L. Miranda and Associates,
Inc. An Evaluation of the State Funded I1linois Transitional Bilingual
Education Program: Final Report. Washington, D.C.: 1979.
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Appendix c

ILLINOIS_STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
POLICY STATEMENT

0N & . -
BILINGUAL EDUCATION : \
pd

- PREAMBLE -

Children in I1linois schools come ®rom tany ethnic, racial, linguistic and
cultural backgrounds. Bilingual education in I1linois provides a full
opportunity to succeed in school to most students who are linguistically
distinct from the English-speaking population and who are limited in their
English language proficiency. This opportunity is provided through both
mandated and optional programs of transitional bilingual education as set
forth in Article 14C of The School Code of Illinois.

At the same time, the State Board of Education is aware that each student
who has Timited English:language proficiency has the right, as affirmed by
the United States Supreme Court, to an equal educational 'opportunity.

To increase the chances of school success, the Sti¥te Board of Education
reaffirms its conmitments to the full implementation of Article 14C and
hereby adopts the following policy on Bilingua1/td<catjon which supersedes
the 1975 policy statement.
L - STATEMENT OF POLICY - 1
1. Student Eligibility and Program Participation v -

The-State Board of Education believes that the edycational needs
of each student limited in English proficiency should be met. The
Board shall approve the standards by which the district determines
the eligibility of its non-English background students for
transitional bilingual education programs and services. The
required primary criterion for éﬁigibi]ity and successful ‘program
completion for each non-English/background student shall be an
acceptable measure of Englisi, praficiency as compared with peers
whose first or native language isEnglish.

The Board recommends that everg.eligible student receive state and
local suppdrt without regard to the numbers of such students
enrolled in each local district or attendance center. Where -
appropriate and practicable, the transitional bilingual education
programs may be provided on a cocperative multi-school, multi-
district or regional basis.

P
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[

¥

II. Coordination with Other Programs 3

The State Board of Education will take the initiative to coordi-
nate state and federal categorical programs which provide services
to the 1imited-English proficient student to §ssure that resources
are effectively combined to meet the transitional needs. To this
“end, the Board will cooperate with and support the newly created
federal Department of Education and the /federal Office of
. Bilingual Education and Minqgfty Languages Affairs.
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Effect1ve1y trained personnel should be available to students .
in all areas of bilingual education.

ITI. , State and Loca% F1sca1‘Support

The fiscal support of transitional bilingual programs is a shared
responsibility between local districts and the state. The State
Board of Education will design state financial assistance in ways
that: 1) recognize and respond to differential program costs )
within each local district; 2) assure that local districts are
providing for each student in a transitional bilingual education
program at least at the level of per pupil support for their
regular-programs; 3) call for Tocal program accounting procedures
. that display expenditures eligible for state reimbursement;
4) provide for annual evaluation of state and local fiscal -
support.

“This policy statement limits state fiscal support to the bilingual
education programs that are transitional as“defined by statute in
The School Code of Illinois.

To implement the prnv1s1ons of this policy, the State Board of Education
vill prepare and disseminate rules for the development of local standards
and provide a uniform statewide procedure for collecting and reporting
eligibility, program content, and program completion information on an
annual basis. The Board will also propose legislative amendments to
Article 14C of The Schoo] Code as needed. 4

While state mandated and fundedaggggrams are transitional in nature, the
State Board of Education recognizes that bilingual students bring to the
schools language and cultural talents that may serve to enrich both the
schoo1 setting and curriculum.

N
P
. 'v

e




10.

Res

Appendix D

Primary Evaluation Questions*
1979-80 ¢

. What is-the total number of identified 1imited-English language

proficient students, by language, who were served through ‘state- funded.
transitional bilingual education programs during the 1979-80 schoo] year?

What is the total number of identified limited-English language
proficient students by language who were under-served through
state-funded transitional bilingual education programs during the
1979- 1980 schoo] year?

What is the total number of identified limited-English 1anguage -
proficient students by language .who were not served through state-funded
transitional biiingua] education programs during the 1979-1980 school
year?

. What entrance criteria were utilized to determine student participation

in the transitional bilingual education program?

How many students left transitional bilingual education programs during
the 1979-1980 school year?

0Of the students leaving the tranSitionai bilingual education programs,
what were the reasons?

To what extent did students in transitional bilingual education programs
show evidence of progress in English language skills?

Which assessment instrumentsy, according to category, were utilized for
English language skill assessment? .

How many average mintues per day of English as a second language (ESL),
native 1apguage, and instruction utilizing English did students in :
transitional bilingua] education programs receive?

Of the students identified as being from non-English Backgrounds, how
many were eligible for transitional bilingual ed/p’ ion program serwices?

\«

es to these questions can be }ound in I1lino{s State Board of

Education, The First Annual Program Summary and Evaluation Report on
TranSitionaT‘BiT*nguaT Education Programs in T1linols 1979 1980, May, 1981.
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